Is there a distinctive Australian criminology? Was there a criminology before the discipline? Was the formation of the discipline in Australia shaped by the historical contexts of colonial settlement and its aftermath? And how was the international development of the discipline during the middle decades of the twentieth century reflected in the emergence of Australian institutions of criminology, academic and governmental at that time? This article examines these questions as a contribution to a richer historical understanding of the factors that prefigured the late twentieth century acceleration of the discipline in Australia. In particular it approaches this history through the voices of those who shaped its early concerns and activities. It is suggested that some outstanding features of Australian historical experience from the time of European settlement -above all its penal colony origins and its dispossession of Indigenous peoples -struggled to make an impact on the intellectual shape of the discipline during its formative years. On the other hand the institutional forms and intellectual concerns traced here demonstrate the importance of trans-national contexts in shaping a discipline from its early days.
Introduction
If criminology is a way of thinking about the relations of crime and society then Australian criminology might be expected to have a privileged speaking position. The European settlement of Australia, dating back a little more than two centuries, was initiated as a solution to a penal problem. The settlement became in turn a penal experiment, arguably one of the more successful of modern history (Hirst 1995; Braithwaite 2001) in spite of the temptation to paint its course in the colours of brutality and oppression (Hughes 1988) .
Securing settlement, however, required possession of the lands occupied by the country's Indigenous peoples, a process that was accomplished pragmatically and violently over a long period of time, at least 150 years.
The second of these facts of Australian historical experience -Indigenous dispossession -failed to shape the contours of Australian criminology, but became an urgent subject of concern as the discipline acquired institutional depth and breadth in the 1980s.
Long before this, the convict experience helped tie Australian penal and criminological thought to that of both Britain and North America, both as theoretical object and experimental subject. Jeremy Bentham famously considered the New South Wales experiment as an (inferior) alternative to his Panopticon in the pamphlet that contrasted the two (Bentham 1812; Hirst 1983; Jackson 1989) . In his short-lived administration of the Norfolk Island penal settlement, a former naval officer Alexander Maconochie took the opportunity to develop his 'marks' system of prisoner rehabilitation, a reform initiative of lasting consequence as technique and ideal (Barry 1958; Morris 2002) .
The Australia colonies (including New Zealand, initially administered from New South Wales, and a possible partner in the federation initiative at the end of the nineteenth (Finnane, 1997) . Imperial contexts and European origins were the dominant components in the development of Australian ways of thinking about crime and penality, the twin preoccupations of the emergent criminology of the post-war era.
Antipodean location in an age of sail and then steam might be thought to have exercised an isolation effect in relation to criminal justice. But ideas flowed easily with the movements of people back and forth between the New and Old Worlds, even if they were modulated in the course of journeying. In some cases the absence of entrenched interests in new colonies enabled (or even necessitated) innovation and adaptation in institutional formation. Thus Australian policing was a combination of both Irish and London policing models (Haldane 1986; Finnane 1994) ; Australian prisons owed a great deal to English prison design, but also included interesting experiments such as the Tasmanian probation stations (Kerr, 1984; Kerr 1988) ; the architecture of Australian courts mimicked English examples, but still displayed great variety in conveying the authority of law (Bridges, 1986) ; Australian law and jurisprudence continued English systems but adapted them to new circumstances and innovated where necessary, gradually casting off English authority (Dixon 1965; Castles 1982; Finn 1987; Kercher 1995) . Most Australasian jurisdictions were self-governing from the 1850s but remained vulnerable to promptings from the Colonial Office -one source of ideas among many that shaped the institutions and culture of criminal justice. But just as the One result of the two-way traffic was the ready translation of new thinking about crime and punishment from the late nineteenth century into programs of law reform, penality and treatment. Lombrosian thought made its way into Australian penology and criminology via its English translators, especially Havelock Ellis, who had himself spent a few years of early adulthood teaching in the Australian bush. Ellis enjoyed an Australian readership in part through his continuing cultivation of colonial correspondents, some of whom made their way into successive editions of The Criminal (Ellis 1890; Ellis 1901; Ellis 1910) . The more extreme manifestations of neo-positivism, and especially biological criminology, struggled to find root in Australian soil, the fabled egalitarianism of the local culture contributing to a good dose of environmental balancing of the hereditarian impulse in intellectual thought (Roe 1984; Garton 1994) . The mix of hereditarian and environmental thought was influentially represented in the applied criminology of the New South Wales penal administrator, Frederick William Neitenstein, who directed the prisons system from 1896. Neitenstein developed his penological program through a long period of administration of juvenile reformatories. Neitenstein's practical criminology was represented in two significant documents, the first a manifesto of penology that he attached to his first annual report as comptroller-general of prisons, the second a 100 page report on a world tour of prisons and penal systems in 1904. His programme was criminological, if by that we mean more than simply penological -his prescriptions for addressing Sydney's problems of juvenile 5 delinquency reached out to non-carceral and preventive solutions, some of them certainly embedded in Victorian era ideas (rational recreation and military training), others looking forward to the possibilities of individualisation on a treatment model. Too much had been left to police and prisons, suggested Neitenstein, 'the best way to empty the gaols and to diminish crime is to see that the children grow up trained to religious, moral and industrial habits '( Finnane 1997 : 72Ramsland, 1986 Garton, 1989) .
The element of moral and social reform suggested in Neitenstein's criminology was complemented in Melbourne by a radical clergyman Dr Charles Strong, who founded the 'Criminology Society of Victoria' in November 1895. For Strong and his followers in the Society, whose formal object was the 'Study and Promotion of the Best Methods for the Prevention and Treatment of Crime', the tasks were more those of the desirable kinds of institutional reform. Criminology in these decades meant in fact progressive social reform, informed eclectically by a reading of ideas and programs adopted in Britain and the USA. In Victoria's adjacent colony the inaugural meeting of an off-shoot, the Criminological Society of South Australia, was addressed by Strong; from its start the Society was a forum for the promotion of a children's court and alternatives to imprisonment such as probation. In time both societies assumed a new guise as Howard Societies for Penal Reform (Finnane 1997: 148-149 ). An important resource and driving force in their activism was the flourishing antipodean feminist movement. Key figures in that movement, above all Rose Scott in Sydney, Catherine Helen Spence in South Australia and Vida Goldstein in Victoria were advocates of the new wave of thinking in penology -contributing to debates on law reform around the age of consent and laws affecting prostitution, and to institutional reform in the establishment of separate women's prisons and children's courts (Allen 1990; Allen 1994; Ramsland 1996) . 
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As in New Zealand (Pratt 1992) the Criminology Societies and allied movements acted as conduits for the new penology, in political contexts which were often favourable to social reform. In 1907 Victoria enacted indeterminate sentence legislation, for young offenders and habitual criminals -a system that lasted half a century and affected many thousands of convicted persons, though it was poorly administered and supported (Morris, 1951) . In Western Australia, Lombrosian thinking informed a Royal Commission into prisons in 1898, though as an element in a bricolage of ideas that were ill-digested and often contradictory. The commission recommended a 'Board of Medical Jurists' to deal with the sentencing of serious offenders, but also wanted to retain capital punishment and the flogging of some offenders. When the commission reported in its final volume that it wished to draw 'on the best authorities on criminology, such as Professor Ferri, Lombroso, Du Cane, Tallack, Maudsley, Ellis, Mayhew, and others', there was more than a hint of unfulfilled aspiration to be thoroughly modern. (Finnane 1997: 71-2) But such symptoms of a growing interest in psychological and biological accounts of crime informed the development of indeterminate sentencing in some jurisdictions and paved the way for the development of psychological services in the inter-war period. As the twentieth century progressed the persuasiveness of psychological frameworks shaped the disposition of large numbers of offenders showing signs of mental disorder, or pleading insanity defences (Freiberg 1976; Garton 1986; Garton 2006 ). In approaches to child delinquency psychological sciences influenced debate but sat uneasily alongside an increasingly bureaucratised welfare system and the demands of crime prevention policing to shape the work of the children's courts, probation services and child institutions (Van Krieken 1992; McCallum 2003 McCallum -2004 Scott and Swain 2002) .
Another symptom of the influence of psychological sciences might be seen in the development in Australian jurisprudence of a distinctive approach to the insanity defence, But alongside these innovations, there persisted a retributive thinking in punishment policy, highlighted in Western Australia by the discriminatory application of flogging as a sentencing option in the 1890s, applied to many Aboriginal prisoners, most of them convicted of cattle-stealing offences. A criminology of racial difference, articulated in the press and parliament, justified the application of penalties that were being phased out of the statute book for the dominant settler population. Racial differences were imagined as both moral 
Disciplinary foundations
In a way curiously prefiguring the geopolitical re-alignments of the Second World War, when Australia turned from defence reliance on Britain to strategic dependency on the United States, the birth of academic criminology in Australia was attended by a charismatic American psychiatrist. Dr Anita Muhl was Indiana-born, California-based, trained in Jungian analysis in Vienna in the 1920s, author of a widely read book on the phenomenon of (informed by Barry's survey of all the penal administrators of the Australian states), and the use of immigration powers (especially the notorious dictation test used to exclude those considered undesirable) and industrial dispute suppression as instances of 'special types of criminal legislation'. As these topics suggest, the treatment of criminal law offered went well beyond legalist themes. Historical, sociological and penological insights were in play, in a book that dealt comfortably with High Court judgments while gesturing towards a broader intellectual agenda for the study of law in society. In retrospect it is notable that a third Criminology. While much of the intellectual stimulus came from lawyers, the undertaking was expressly inter-disciplinary, and the Board was administered within the Arts Faculty. 
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Joining the judge and the academic lawyers on the Board were a psychiatrist, social worker, psychologist as well as two external members, including Victoria's prison administrator Alex Whatmore. Morris hoped that involvement of senior criminal justice officials would facilitate access for research purposes to the state's prisons but in this he was to be disappointedWhatmore proved to be a jealous gate-keeper and seemed sceptical of the value of research.
At this early stage the priority of the Criminology Department was teaching. The primary object was to prepare graduates who would be familiar with contemporary perspectives and practices in the administration of penal and social welfare institutions. With only very limited Australian resources available, the intellectual apparatus of the curriculum was dominated by the American and British texts of the day. As Chairman of the Board of Studies in Criminology (a position he occupied for nearly 20 years), Barry was not only a dedicated advocate of the cause of criminology but engaged in both teaching and research.
While Morris took charge of the teaching of criminal law, a component of the program, Barry contributed actively to the teaching of criminology. Looking at the program in terms of the perspectives of the day, the ambition was the delivery of critical and inter-disciplinary perspectives. 'Knowledge in this field must be derived', so an early memorandum of the Board subject put it, 'from those disciplines covered by the historian, the sociologist, the psychologist, the jurist, the theologian, the economist and the political scientist'. Criminology was an intrusion 'into the already existing sphere of sociology, history, psychology and jurisprudence. It thus provides an example of the integration of elements from already established bodies of knowledge which reflect back on the problems of the interstitial areas lying between them' (Barry 1903 (Barry -1969 . On his return to Australia he prepared a long report on American criminal justice systems. Its tone captures the time and the debates -he delivered an epitome to the Medico-Legal Soiciety and circulated it widely to his American colleagues. His starting point was an observation of Harold Laski on a paradox, American veneration for law 'equalled by the widespread habit of a violence which disregards the habits of law'. There were many factors in American social organisation and behaviour that bred lawlessness, and Barry had discerned some of them in the very processes of law itself. The American media and a selfinterested criminal justice industry combined to produce periodic alarms that excited public indignation and led to ever more attempts to regulate social conduct. The panic that Barry observed in 1955 around the danger of narcotics was itself a symptom of the 'danger … always present in popularly elected assemblies, where to oppose draconic penalties is to invite the criticism that one is siding with the miscreant'. Barry thought that registration of drug addicts and controlled administration of drugs would be preferable to the policy of prohibition. He was especially critical of policing campaigns against the relatively harmless use of marijuana, which had led to the incarceration of large numbers of Mexicans in California. The FBI, he noted, was sometimes associated with such campaigns. It was a body 'extraordinarily highly regarded in the United States', but in later discussion Barry, the one- Morris reported frankly to Barry on these events but was struck by the intellectual weakness of the research culture in Australia: 'It seems to me that both physically and academically criminology at Melbourne is too largely isolated from both law and the behavioral sciences; from law, because criminology is a peripheral and, I suspect, not quite respectable field in the *, 45, 2, 2012, pp. 157-178 23 eyes of the law faculty, the staff of which has no particular interest in nor feeling of responsibility for its development. Criminology is isolated from the behavioral sciences because, except for psychology, they are either rudimentary or non-existent at the university. This is, in part, a reflection of a general lack of sociology and sociological research in 
Institutions of criminology
It has been shown above that by 1960 there was a recognisable criminological enterprise in Australia, but narrowly based and institutionally fragile. Official recognition of the desirability of Australian participation in a growing international movement was hardwon, through the persistence mainly of JV Barry, who led the Australian delegations to the first two United Nations Congresses on Crime Prevention'. Academic development had been promising at Melbourne, but hesitant elsewhere, although by 1959 there was agreement at the University of Sydney to establish an Institute of Criminology. Research was nugatory and virtually limited to the output of the two key players, Barry and Morris. Their disposition however was intellectually critical, motivated by their perception of a criminal justice system marred by injustice, lack of utility and political interests. In steering the country in a new direction they sought new institutions that would help shape change in criminal justice based Statistics, an agency that would develop a strong record for high quality, independent research, but not without the occasional struggle over the contradictions between its mission and its institutional location.
In spite of the institutional activity, there were only muted signs by the end of the 1960s of the depth of research that would develop over the following thirty years. This was scarcely surprising, in the context of the institutional realities. Postgraduate research training was generally undertaken off-shore, a reality limiting intensive study of local conditions and questions. The potential of local research to make a significant contribution to a major 
Conclusion
From one point of view the account given here is a pre-history of Australian criminology, a digging in the fragmented remains of articles, books, private papers and institutional records that we reconstruct as the foundations of a discipline still unsure of its final shape. To proceed from here into an account of trends, patterns, breaks, critiques, disruptions, continuities and paradoxes, not to speak of successes and failures is to trespass on ground that is still being tilled, and in any case has attracted its own literature of reflection and commentary by participants who remain very much active in the field (Braithwaite 1989; Carson and O'Malley 1989; Brown and Hogg 1992; Findlay and Hogg, 1988; Homel 1996; Brown 2002; Carrington and Hogg 2002; Harding 2004; Chappell 2005) . What can be said here is that the account given above prompts some conclusions that may also amount to an account of some continuities in Australian criminology.
First we see that there is little justification historically for identifying a distinctive Australian criminological undertaking. The 'pragmatism' of an 'administrative criminology' in a country whose intellectual debts are always necessarily international in their origin and In the prominence since the 1980s of feminist criminology and of the centrality of gender to many of the issues taken up in crime and justice debates we find only limited precursors in formal criminological thinking during the pre-history we have described. Yet the undoubted impact of first wave feminism in highlighting at an early stage the gendered 
